Dear Chris: | March 22, 1970 

This 1* In reply to your lengthy letter* of March 13 end 14th for whleh I 
thank you. You eey not reeeire this for some tlee giren the feet that our 
eity he a been hit by e poatel workers strike and theirr Is no plekup or de- 
livery of aell. ; j £ ; 

Let es first easure you thet you here eeused no one lneonvtnienee or eabarrass- 
eent and I hope thet ay eoaaents here not served to deapen your enthusieaa 
beeeuse enthusiasm Is a rare quality. A fellow reseatreher of yours, Mike 
Mesterman In England, Just got shot down by Sylvie Meagher for doing an elab- 
orate pleee on the timing of the first shot, something whleh has been worked 
and reworked eountless times over heme with the benefit of far aore Informa- 
tion than Mike had at his disposal. 

On your theory, whleh I have not unfortunately been able to read In full yet, 
let me aake soae aore eoaaents. First of all, no eut rose stem, froa all I 
know and have been told by anatomists, eould have eeused that wound. Seeondly, 
let ae eaution you against something whleh It^took a* many years to learn about 
It is a bad idea to aeeept the aedleal evidenee at fas* value, or to take it 
as the only evidenee. Br example, your assuaption that theo# only damage 
there was was that whleh you know of froa the autopsy report is not a safe 
one. The original autopsy reported no metal In the nask, and yet we now 
know that there Is definitely metal In the neek. There Is reason to believe 
that the throat or shoulder wounds were more extensive than the brief des- 
•rlptlon In the atapsy report would indleate. There is uneonflrmed Information 
(alleged statement of Registered nurse Henehellffe) that indleates that there 
was aueh internal daaage. But ay basic point# is that the pattern of injury 
upon whleh you are basing your theory say not be the aetual pattern. The 
Justlee Dept, panel moved the positions of all# the wounds by eentlaeters and 
inehes. I suspeet that there is aueh aore diffuse daaage and that the ballet 
was a dua dua, and that It Entered at a downward angle. Important In sueh 
considerations Is the question as# to when that shot eaae. If it was a shot 
froa the front. When JFK was rising upward, the seeond and third traeheal 
rings amy well have been exposed to a shot froa above street level and the 
front— we won’t know until aeeurate determinations ean be made from the photos. 
As for ay explanation of the tears, Harold Welsberg has an ingenious one, but 
I aa not a liberty to tell you what it Is slnee It Is eoaing out in his book 
Post Mortem. Bear In uind that the direetion the fibers were turned Is alaost 
irrelevant given the pulling and tearing of the slothing off the President and 
the feet that It was thrown all# over and didn't reaeh the FBI lab until sueh 
elues mould not be considered as valid. That piece of expert testimony is. In 
■y Halted Judgment, a red herring and would have been assaulted In a court- 
room. I rank It along with the allggation that the guys on the 5th floor could 
hear the bolt on the rifle above thee— a ridiculous attempt to. over-prove a # 
ease which was lahking in the more basle proofs and scarcely needed sueh way 
out stuff. Harold was one of the pieple who has influenced ae a great deal in 
ay thinking in this ease, and one of the things he taught ae whleh has helped 
ae the most is not to take the eoaaisslon, autopsy, etc. at face value. That 
is the trap whleh Mark Lane and some others have fallen into — replying only 
feo the commission's feats. Furthermore, I do not question the sharpness (in 
terms of angle of eut) or length of those rose steas, but deny that they are 
capable of inflicting a bruise to the lung or go in anywhere that deeply, even 
if those are the only injuries. Roses, in ay experience, even the type with 
steas toagher and# stronger than those used by flovlsts, are not capable of 
causing sueh daaage. The skin is very resilient and amazingly strong, and 
one of the points aade by the pathologists in this ease is that th## offers 
resistance even to a bullet and ean defora a bullet. As for a theory which 
ean answer all the questions, I think that we ean answer most of them, but 
that right now we lack all the evidenee necessary. In other words, until we 
get the truth about the President's body wounds I think we should go light 
on hypotheses. They are well worthwhile bringing up in discussion daring 
correspondence ae you have done, because new ideas are always helpful, but 
I don't think that a 100# solution should be expected until Nichols or some- 
one else gets us closer to the original evidenee. 

Your theory, by the way, fails to account for all the metal in the neek that 


*o hare previously hypothesized byt now know is there fro* th# Justice Dept. 1 
report. Secondly, I do not aeeept th# *1*1* that JFK's hand does not go to 
his throat, sine# it is hard to tell where it is reaching and why when it ‘ r ^ 
does, and the possibility that he is raaehing for .^roat eannot be ruled 
out. That whole sequenee. by the way. when seen on the arehi res eopy of the 
fila and the slides, whlsh are much elearer than what you hare, suggest that 
there aay be two sepaaate motions whleh. aay represent reactions to two wounds. 

j don’t uggve with your observations about Z fraaes 224—228. On oar eopy of 
the fila there is too aueh blurring to be sure, but on the arehi res eopy 
all I see (bsides some blurring) is Connally turning to his left as he said 

h* did in iis testimony. tmmmmnmMmnmunmmmmmmm 

In frame 230 he elearly has his right 

hand up in the air and has not reaeted to being hit. I would like to point 
out that when a man's lung sollapses that side of the body goes down, and his 
didn't until later. Furthermore, your analysis eannot explain the angles 
aeross the body and through the various parts. 

I often don't agree with Diek Spsrague's analysts, and so I aa not surprised 
that you do not agree with his JFK hit theory for f. 226-7 
As for your final polnb6n the aetal I think that you make the same mistake 
here. as you do with your theory of. th* front wound— assume that it is easy 
for things to pass through skin, and flesh. 

On your theory of th* third shot, let a* point out that the overwhelming 
body of evidenee suggests a shot from the front, and in fast, probably two 
shots, with th* result of the one from the rear being obliterated by the on* 
fro* the front. The shot froa the front knoeked hla aeross the. oar and blew 
fragments of skull and tissue and blood baek over the ear whleh landed in th* 
grass and hit motorcycle patrolmen Hargis and Martin. Even FBI experts have 
testified that it would be Impossible for a fragment froa a bullet froa the 
rear to have eaerged from the head to hit the eurb and wound tague. That is 
an impossibility on several counts. Furthermore, there was no way it sould 
get there without going through the windshield. You aake theelaia that the 
reaction of JFK though 314-321 is a neuroauseular reaction — on what basis? 

I have looked at this subject extensively and with the help of experts. How 
doe* that. In any event, explain# the movement of the fragments of skull and 
the blood — that's from the witnesses and physieal evidenee both, 
lour letter of Mareh l4th{ 

Again I think you are making a mistake of lining up the only wounds we know 
of and neglecting the possibility that there was, in all likelihood, mueh 
greater damage, and that it may well have eome from two bullets whieh were 
both dum duns, whleh means no fixed pattern of damage. Note that Martin Luther 
King was killed by one dum dum bullet In the throat, whieh did not exit, and 
whieh left an unusual pattern of damage. The angle JFK was turned^ is .there- 
fore somewhat irrelevant beeause the angle through the body you are establish- 
ing aay have no basis in fast. I do not feel that I ean either explain for 
sure or be stumped by the question ms to th* position of the wound in the 
throat or whether It was exposed until more evidenee is available— i .e. until 
someone specifically examines LIFE** slides on this point. But I absolutely 
disagree that a rose stem eould have eaused sueh a wound, even if it is as 
limited ms the offlelal autopsy states,. It eould have been eaused by JFK 
hitting some more solid object while he was being pushed into the hespital 
but not a rose stem. I agree with the bunching of the clothing, but mm not 
certain that it would have plaeed the thing in the right spot. You are 
using rough logic rather, than preeise evidenee. Not to mention th* question 
about when the first shot occurred, sine* this relates to Whether there was 
hunelng- at that time. Try. to do an experimmnt and get the holes in the 
right place and yet the wound in th# base of the neck. You aeeept the 
45-60 angle uncritically — why believe that any more than th# angle of 
10-11 degrees on their diagram. Furthermore, the angle still might be 
too steep unless the shot came fro* that window. . 

Your aggmment that the absence of proof that 399 had been through Connally 
would have been reason enough for suppression is not a good one, 
an imoartial proof that at least the bullet had hit JFK would have don 
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them a wrold of good — espeelally since there whs a need to link that gun to 
the aria*. There is no reason to believe that there was blood on that bullet 
or that th# bullet did come, or could have «oa«, fromthe President's baalc 
wound. 

You are wrong in stating that th* eommlasions tasts aould possibly prove that 
the Tague hit aaaa from th* h»ad shot. FBI agent Fraxler, under o 4 hh and on 
th* spot at the Shaw trial said it was nonsense. So do all the other experts 
and w'e don't naad experts to point out that the bullat M#Mfragm«nt did not 
and aould not hare done what was naaassary afterwards— go through the wind- 
shield — ahaak the anglas yourself: So that theory, whlah the commission used, 

has even been shot down by thair own experts. 

On tha head wounds, why would one axpaat an sntrana* wound when there la no 
skull left where it should be. Why does one need an exit wound on tha other 
side? Many bullets antar skulls and do not exit. Furthermore, this one seems 
to hare fragmented on lmpaet, perhaps being, sithar a dsa dum, aor lak, or 
exploding shell. It is not true that the turning suggests a nauroausaular 
moTeamnt, and my own knowledge of neurophysiology has bean baeked up by experts 
on that point too. Blasting off the right pre-eentral gyrus would hare un- 
known ef feats — it eould eause hemiperlsis. or movement first and them heal- 
perisia. Furthermore, sinee the brain was severed (aeeordlng to Boswell) 
below the eBmbbellam, the president might well have been deeortieata almost 
immediately. Where did the metal go? tome on Chris, the head is full of 
metal and we don't even no how mu eh yet beeause even the 1968 Panel would 
not tell. There is a large fragment in the skull which is still unident- 
ified. And there are two' different types of dispersion in the head from 
what we know. A dum dum doesn't leave a traek but does Just what was don* 
to th* right side of the brain, wipes out a diffuse area of tissue. Who 
says no damage to left side of brain — it was not eomplstely described in 
th® original autopsy and interestingly enough, although it is in a bottle 
somewhere in Washington, the 1968 Panel never saw it. 313 i* 100^ consistent 
with a dum dua and then some say the experts in terms of amount of explosion. 

the firearaeker you hypothesize was thrown over the wall — by whom? Certainly 
not a random aeeident. Your hypothesis with regard to Willis is eoapletely 
inconsistent with everyone's testimony. The blurring does not indicate that 
a shot occurred whleh eaused it, but simply that Willis, as he so testified, 
was running. ... 

On the train, it is a water tower whieh is seen in the eupola in Willis 5. 

The train is in Willis slides taken before the shot* whisk are unpublished 
but whleh he showed me. #5 was taken several seeonds before th* first Hlx 
frame and that would be a fast moving train whleh eould not have stopped in 
tim*. The train should appear behind the entire pergola in Willis 5 * 

Your reasoning on the Dal Tex building la not eorreet — there is a clear line 
of fir*. ! ' / ' 

I would like to eautlon against developing theories designed to explain every- 
thing when so mueh data is eonslpieuously missing, and when you do not have 
assess to expert opinion on a number of key subjeets and are left to treating 
your hypothesis and analyses as fast. Expert after expert has examined uueh 
of this data, and sometimes it has been done "blind" (i.e. with th* expert 
having no idea that it dealt with the JFK assassination). Many of their 
conclusions are at odds with yours, and theirs are based on not only thier 
own expert knowledge, but access to more evidence, and better copies of 
what you do have. It is good to see someone as energetic as learning the 
ease and someone who is willing to advance new ideas (although none ofyours 
are new in that they were explored years ago and debated beek a forth, des- 
pite the faet that many never made it into print), but I advise against elabor- 
ate effort* to suddenly build a hypothesis whleh will explain everything w* 
now have without a great deal of further study and working through of the 
basic evidence In the case. 

Well, I*v® got to go. I hope that you did well on your exams. 



